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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

TITLE: 0Of Helicopters and Doctrine: A Study of the SOF Rotary
Wing Lift Transfer
AUTHOR: Kenneth R. Pribyla, Lieutenant Colonel, USAF
:Dﬂw_Jugfgxaminatlon of speclal operations forces (SOF) rotary
’//wing 1ift develeopments in the 1980s, including the Air Force and
Army attempt to transfer the mission solely to the Army, raises
guestions regarding interservice relationships and support
doctrine application. The effect of external influences on that
process -ls also described. A brief description of the two
gservices' past accommodations regarding ground foxce 1lift support
illuminates the divislive issues and relates hov these roles and
wissions delineations set the tone for the 8OF rotatry vwving
transfer. To determine Alr Force beliefs regarding lift support,
past and current doctrine 1Is examined and 1ts application
analyzed., An assessment of the key issues clax1£§; the need for
a wmore robust joint focus across the gpectrum of conflict. While
veapoen systems appear to get some of this focus, the need for

joint doctrines and strategles to develop the systems {s great,.

Suggestions for this joint development of ldeas, as well as uses,

for future veapon systems concludes the study. —
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The Irxan hostage rescue faillure of April 24, 13980, coupled
with the resulting Holloway Commission Report, awakened a lively
debate about military capabllities to deal wvith third world
threats facing U.S. citlzens and interests at home and abroad.
Terms such as low Iintensity conflict, counterterrorism, and
peacetime contlngency operations Jolned dusted-off 1ideas of
counterinsurgency, revolutlonary war, and £foreign Internal
defense in the rising crescendo. The US nilitary's special
operations forces (80F), considered by many tou be the counter to
this threat, became a primary focus of the debate.

Then, in 1983, the Chlefs of the Army and Air Force Staffs,
{n an attempt to {ncrease interservice cooperation in battlefield
synchronization and integration, 1initiated the Joint Force
Devalopﬁenﬁ Process (JFDP). The resulting peworandum of
agreement, signed 22 May 1984, established 31 Initiatives to be
implaganted by the services. One of these, Initlative 17, called
for the transfer of the SOF rotary wing 1ift support wission from
the Alxr Force to the Army.l This move "to eliminate duplication
and to consolidate all SOF rotary wving alrcraft into a single
service“z guickly became embrolled in the larger debate over SOF
revitalization, However, a number of concerns with the

initlative quickly came to the fore.




The move vas seen by some as an Alr Force attempt to evade

the SOF role and by others as a bureaucratic division of roles

and missions in the vein of the Key West accords and other "turf
battles". PFirst, the Alr Force had only a 1limited SOF rotary
wving capability and the only alr refuelable, thus, long range
helicopters, The Army's even more limited capability was only
short range. When pressed by the Office of the Secretary of
Defense (08D), the services had no plan to carry out the transfer
vithout deqrading current capability. Some, like Mr. Noel C,
Koch, Deputy Asasistant Secxetary of Defense for International
Security Affalrs and head of 0SD's Special Planning Directorate
from 1981 to 1986, felt the Alr Force wvas reslsting the
revitalization of SOF and evading any role in lov intensity
conflict (LIC).>

0f course, the transfer came at a time of intense scrutiny
by Congress wvhich wvas still sorting out all the facts surzounding
che 1983 CGresnada operation and Belrut Marine barracks bombing.
Since the Iran wmission had become the "teuplate™ for 1lift
capablility, any potential degradation of the limited capability
vas to be avolded and, therefore, wvas construed as service
resistance. Questions regarding SOF orxganlzation, equlipment,
command and control, service integration and many others vere
being raised every day. Whether the anavers vwvere forthcoming,
reasoned or even heard, the services hecame the recliplents of
- sowe poverful legislation.
Isportant to the SOF rotary wing issue, Mr. Koch wvondered if

the Alr Force boalieved there wvas a role for air powver in




LIC.‘ The gquestion itself shows the nature of the debate.

Speclal operations forces are designed to function across the
spectrum of conflict. Mlsslons range from unconventional warfare
in a conventional setting to insurgency and counterinsurgency
(forelgn internal defense), peacetime contingency operations,
peacekeeping operations, and countertexrorism at the lower levels

of conflict.5

Yet, the focus usually related SOF and LIC as
interchangeble.

It is nov five years since the JFDP memorandum was sligned
and Initiative 17 is yet to be implemented. This study will
explore the issues surrounding this SOF rotary wving lift transfer
to determine the rationale, the hlstorical avolutlon and the
doctrinal tupllications of such an agreement.

Flrat, Chapter II on SOF rotary wving lift developments pro-
vides a bzlef sketch of the rotary ving situation over the past
decade, It will highlight the \implementation process, the
hurdles encountered and the current status of the transfer.
Next, Army-Air Force cooperation is examined $or the services'
historical agreements regarding close support for ground forces
and Arny aviatlon growth. While the close alr support mission is
addressed, 1t is only used to clarify and compare in the roles
and missions lasues. A chapter on Alr Force doctrine explores
the implications of Alr Force doctrine and 1ts application in the
support missions. This look at Air Force bellefs and actions
gives insight into how today's SOF support roles have evolved.
With this background, the £inal chapters attempt to assess the

£indings and provide reccommendations.

(23]




CHAPTER 11

SOF ROTARY WING LIFT DEVELOPMENTS

Backgrouad

The Iran rescue mission fallure set off 2 chain reaction in
the U.S. government that {3 atill exploding. The Hollowvay
Coamisslon Report analyzed every aspect of the mission and found
little to recommend it. Wwhile the miastopn oad report dealt with
counterterrorism, the ensuing debate found much fault wvith how
the services tralned and eqguipped their forces to execute
jointly. The services' speclial operations forces became an
fomadlate focus and wvere found to be in a debilitated state.
Accoxding to the Hollowvay report, the Aray's countexterrorism
upit appeared to be the only thought anyene had acted on
ragarding SOF {n the years saince Vietnam. The hellcopter
regulirstents, and subseguent problems, established in many minds
the “tesmplate™ for SOF rotary ving lift,

¥hat had happened to the Aalr Force capability of alr
refuelable helicopters daveloped in Vietnam? The report did not
£ind great fault vith the reasons Navy Ri-538 wvere £lown by
Karine bllots. Others Aid hovever. But, Air Force SOF (AFSOF)
rotary wving 1ift wvas hardly viable. At that ¢lme, it wvas
comprised of ¢£ive CH-3 alr refuelable hellcopters ({collocated
‘with the alz Force C-130s used in the misslon) and elght UH-1

light utility helicopters split between two locations.® The Army




had over 8,000 helicopters, all short range, and none dedicated

to SOF.>2

Air Force Efforts

After the Iran atteapt, it was discovered that the Air Force
had a long range, alr refuelable helicopter capable of all
veather, clandestine operations, the HH-53 Pave Lowv III. while
there vere only nine in the lnventory, {t had all the attrlbutes
required wvhen using the "“template® of the Iran mission. The
Aerospace Reascue and Recovery Sexvice (ARRS) of Military Afrlift
Command (MAC) davelopad the vehlcle bagsed on its Vietnam
experience as safer, nmore effective wvays wvere sought in carrying
out  1ts chaxtex to rescue dowvwned pilots in eneny
terz&te:y.3 Why these alrcraft were not used in the rescue
attenpt was never fully explained, only to say that deceptlon
would be Qifficult on board a Navy tarrier and the HH-53 vas an
unproven vahlcle.i Interesatingly enough, Rescue cravs had in
1979 oporated standard H-53's aboard Naval carrierxs for both the
Jonestown tragedy !n Guyana and the poteantial evacuatlon of
civilizns §n u1ca:agua.5

These aircraft wvere guickly transferred to AFSOF under

Tactical Alr Cosmand (T&C)6

and began tralping up to the
"touplate®. There were tanker alrcratt also In Rescue, KC-110's,
and certain of these vere dasignated for primary support to the
HH-53's but not organizatlonally transferred out of ARRS. By late
1980, a rudimentary capability wvas developed but there wvas no Alr

Force move %o increase the capability. Actually, TaC had various




programs to Aincrease the capability and numbers of all SOF
assets, but none had survived the Program Objective Memoranda
(PCM) cuts. Then, 1 March 1983 saw all AFSOF assets transferred
to MAC and the activation of 23rd AF to take charge of both SOF
and Rescue.7

The nevw command consolidated TIAC's SOF and cuzrent Rescue
requlrements and began the budget battle for upgrades and
acquisitions, The primary focus for developaent vaé an alir
vehicle capable of responding to the preferred method of on the
spot lnsertlon oy recovery--vertical take off and lénding (VTOL) .
‘.Thls HX program seitled on the HH-60D Nighthavk, a highly
. wodifled, alr refuelable version of the Army's UH-60A Blackhawk,
as the future replacement for both Rescue and SOF helicopters.
Rina standard configured UH-60As, vith rescue holst, were
‘delivered in 1382 and full scale developaent of the HK-60D began
in early 1983 with a future buy of 243 plannad.e However, the
3460 met opposltion frow several quarters. Pirst, the 30OF
cemgunity felt it an unsultable replacement for the N-53 due to
its load capaclty of 12 to 16 wversus 38 troops In ths H-53,
Also, the Alr Force, responding to presidential prioritles for
force wodsrnization of all the services, focused primarily on lIts
strategic and conventional programs like the F-15, B-1, and C-17.
Vith this budget competition, the helicopters avatlable wvould
auf{fice until the Alr Force could find the Eunds.9

Vhile the HH-60D program was In constant danger and the

numbers continued to decrease, a further development sav it all




but disappear. in October 1983, Deputy Secretary of Defense
(DepSeéDef) Thayer tasked all the services to develop master
plans recommending SOF force structures to handle the unified
commands' requirements for special operations and low intensity

conflict.lo

The &ir Force response, siqned 4 April 1984,
included modifying more HH-53s and recommended a buy of 76 CV-
228, the tilt-rotor aircraft being developed by the US Marine
Corps.ll The rationale for this limited approach was "improving
capabilities and maintainability of current aircraft rather than

a quantum leap in the size of the force structure."l2

Initiative 17
At this point, the May 1984 signing of Initlative 17 called
for transfer of the SOF rotary wing lift support misaion from the

13

Alx Force to the Arnmy. While provoking opposlition from the Alr

Force SCf community, this i{nitiative wvas "intended to eliminate
duplication and to consolidate all SOF rotary wing aircraft intc

14 The logic of Initiative 17, since the Army

a single service."
had thousands of helicopters and the Alr Force had only nine Pave
Lows and elght UH-1ls (the H-33 vere sent to ARRE In 1980)
supporting primarily Army special forces made pure numerical
sense. Howevey, the Army had no SOF dedicated hellcopters much
less &ny capible of alr refueling or night, adverse wveather, low
lavel operations in hostile territory. A simple transfer was out

¢t the question since the Army had no similar air frames and no

crews capable of -aexating the HH-53's. Without an infra-




atructure of sophisticated maintenanc. support, there wasz no way

the capability could be continued.">

Both 08D and Congress atepped in next. Their overriding
concern was that the mission transfer would decrease capability.
The services settled on a gradual transfer, but subsequent events
kept it  a doubt as the next five years saw considerable
executive and legislative inputs to special operations
organizations and forces.

In September 19895, LepSecDef Taft issued a decision which
said the Alr Force would do the long range mizsion and the Army
wvould ¢ “he short rangye SOF rocary wing mission.l6 Then, {in
Narch 1985, in responsa to legislation in the FY86 DOD

Authorization Act requiring DOD's imwediate plans for SGF lift,l7

DepSecDef Taft proposed bullding MH-47Es vice MH-53s.%%  n
accordance vith Initiative 17, Army Special Operations Aviatlo~
(SOA} intended to develop its own long range capability derivec
from its utility cargo helicopter fleet of CH-47s, dasignating it
the MH-~47E. This would prove to be a battle inside the Army.
Later testimony to Congress by Army leadership indicated
consliderable conventional resistance to a SOF bulldup. The H-47s
to be modlifted wvould lmpact the Army's planned upgrade of its
fieet for the conventional rargoe role. By pulling airframes for
SOF, conventional units would be less than fully resourced.l9
The services' nmaste:r plans wvere constantly being reassessed and

the MK-47E proposal was competing with the Air Force proposal.

Accorxding to a planner working the AFSOF master plan, the Alr




Foxrce Chief of Staff had directed computations for both the MH-53
and MH-47 in response to DepSecDef Taft's request for inputs for
his March response to Congress, This Indicated to the plannex
that the services were continuing the gradual transfer.zo

¥hen the Defense Resources Board (DRB) reviewed the DepSecbDef
proposal in July 1966, they found if too expensive and directed
that alternatives be found. The resulting proposal included 41
MH-538s and 17 MH-47Es by 1992 and a programmed Alr Force buy of
55 Cv-22a8 with delivery beginning in 1994. The services' mixed
proposal was eventually approved by Secretary Welnberger and
included in his Jan 1987 zeport to Congress.zl

the transfsar continued getting attentlon in Corgress. The
1386 House aAppropzrlations Committee, learning from DOD that the
transfer would cost $600 mnilllon over flve years and either
service proposal for SOF rotary wing lift would weet the require-
ments, directed "that Inittlative 17 ... not be implemented and
that no funds are included in this bill for such a purpose.“22
The effect of this *direction®™ cannot be found. In March 1988,
the FY89 Army budget request addressing the inftiative and SOF
rotaxy ving 1lift stated, "The Army is developing two specialized
dlzrczrasit for this misslon, both varlants of existing proven
models: the (17) MH-47E for mediuvm range umlssions, and the (23)
MH-G60K for shorter ranges.>>

The FPYE9 Defense Authorlization Act reflected the buy of the
alr refuelable NH~60K with 11 each in 1930 and 1991 and allocated

the MH-478 funds. additionally, the HH-53J "“Enhanced Pave Lowv




III" modlfications were to be completed in FY90.24 This was a

requirement legislated by Congress with funds specified for that
purpose and only that purpose.25 A further twist was added in
November 1988 when DepSecDef Taft 1issued a Program Budget
Decision (PBD) for an added $532 million in Army funds calling
for 17 MH-47Es in 1991 and an additional 34 from FY92-94.2° This
reflects a bit of the difficulty 0SD was experiencing with the
Army. The original master plan number for Pave low comparable
vehicles was Jl. The Army attempt to mix MH-473 and MH-60s,
backed by their other 138 helicopters for SOF short range lift,
vas a compromise with the conventional requirements for CH-47s.
However, 08D had apparently been convinced by the master plan
nuavers. Perhaps. recognplzing Conqress' interest and the

sexvices' {ntention to carry ocut the transfer, 0SD wouvld settle

for no lesas than the criginal numbers.

Currenc Status

Thusg, the Arxnmy 18 progrxamwed to eventually assvme the entire
80F rotary wving mission. The Air Torce, neanwhile plans to
trangfer the SOF MH-53s . combat rejcue vhich wvas 2lso the
recipient of Congressional ‘sgyislation. Funds vere adde! to the
FY89 budget to begin [ rocurement of 68 MH-60Gs for combat

ragcae. 4

The 55 CV-22s, speclfic~ily destined for a SOF role,
vare funded and programmed Zor Initial operational capabllity in
1995 when the flrat six ave delivered to the Alr Force. Of note,
the Alr Force considers the CV-22 "the linchpin of (AFSOF] in the

1990s. . . ccuwbining medlum speed cruise efficlency with vertical

10




takeoff and landing. . . complement(ing] the MC-130H (Talon II)
to provide the £ull spectrum of capability to perform the

vorldwide SOF mission.”28

The services appear intent on
completing the SOF rotary wing transfer; however, the future
hurdles of decreasing defense budgets and Congressional interest
in SOF are yet to be negotiated.

The Congressionally mandated SOF organizational infra-
structure now a part of DOD looms large in the future. The
Goldvater-Nichols DOD Reorganization Act of 1986 and the National
Defense Act for FY87, as amended by legislation introduced by
Senators Cohen (R-Me), Nunn (D-Ga), and others, resulted in an
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Special Operations and Low
intensity Conflict (ASD/S0O-LIC) and a nev unifled command, United
States Special Operations Coamand (USSQCOM). In January 1989,
the Commander in Chief  USSOCOM (CINCUSSOCON) recelved
authorization €£rom SecDef <Carlucci to submit his own POM

1nput.29

What effect these oxganizational changes will have on
the SOF rotary wing 1lift issue 13 yet to be seen, but there lis
little doubt these nev SOF proponents will develor thalr ovn

tvists in varying degrees.

Conclusion

This rather convoluted process ifor the past several years
reflects the increasing micromanagewment by Congress and the
difficulty the services have in realizing their programs. Is it
all due to Congress' desire to *“meddle", or are they more and

more concerned with perceptions ot 3vivice parochlalism and con-

11




ventional mindsets? After all, .Initiative 17 was a part of an
honest effort by two of the services to cooperate and the Navy
later Jjoined the process. The tranefer appears to have been
caught in the larger turmcil over military reform. Many inside
and outside the services were calling for major reforms. How
ever, the SOF rotary vwing mission did appear to be a mission
vithout a sponsor in 1980. Why was that? The following chapter .
reveals the historical precedents that, perhaps, led to this lack
of capability in S0F 1lift support.

12




CHAPTER IIl

ARMY AND AIR FORCE: COOPERATION OR RIVALRY?

Initial Agreements

A central issue In the transfer of the SOF rotary wing lift
mission to the Axmy was the accusation that it was just another
bureaucratic delineation of roles and missions vice an integrated
capablilities approach. A brief synopsis of the relevent history
of Aray-—-Alr Force interservice cooperation or rivalry, depending
on ones' viewpolnt, is instructive in highlighting this concern.
¥hen the Alr Force became an independent service, the primary
roles and missions questions revolved around the Navy's desire
for all rescurces necessary to Independently execute its sea
wission and the Axay and Alr Force sdvocacy for avolding un-
necessary duplication and developing teanwork by all se:vices.l

These divexrgent views, not addressed in the National
Security Act of 1947 reastructuring the amilitary, led to a Sec-
ratary of Defense iInitlated meeting of the Joint Chiefs at Key
West Naval Base in March 1948. The resulting document, Functions
of the Armed Porces and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, became known
ag the Key West Accords. This conmpromise agreement, basically,
allowed the Navy to go its own vay but showed the Alr Force and
Army desire for cooperation on joint missions. Specifically, the

Alr Porce promised to provide airlift and close air support to

the Azamy.°

13




While this first functional delineation indicated Alr Force-
Army cooperation, the critics saw something else. "gince all
flying vas to be done by those whose concern was with strategic
bombardment and direct aerial combat, the alr Force ‘left the
battlefield' because of the wvay its leaders Iinterpreted Iits

w3 Those Army aviators who stayed behind thought of

mission.
alrpover integrated into Army combat operations instead of
*magsive alrpower organized on multifunctional basis".‘ As this
group attempted developing alrcraft specifically for thelr objec-
tive, they met Alr Force opposition. The Department of Defense
had to rule a number of times on these disputes. In both 1956
and 1957, a memorandum and a DOD directive "denled the Army any
£ixed wing alrcraft heavier than 5,000 pounds and expressly pre-
vented the Avmy from providing its own close air support and

5 This directive was cancelled in

strategic or tactical alrliftv.
1971 at the Army's linsistence but, according to critics, the
“damage" was done.6

It wust be remembered that these disagreements and
diczectives came at a time wvhen massive retaliation was the U.S.
strategic concept. The Alr Force wvas preeminent in carrying out
that strateqy, therefore, it is not too difficult to see how the
Arny's concerns would recelve 1llttle attention, The question
then, {8 why vere the memoranda and directives required? Could
not the budget competition and strategic concepts gulide prudent
capability bullds? A look at subsequent events may shed some

light.
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Vietnar Era

In the early 1960s, President Kennedy called for a new stra-
tegic concept of flexible response to deal with the entire
conflict spectrum including low intensity conflict. This call
initiated a reneval of speclal operations and gave them an added
focus--counterinsurgency. The U.8. Involvement in Vietnan
resulted in continuing debate concerning special operations,
political versus military objectives, and conventional versus
unconventional wvarfare. Key to this discussion,though, is the
development of Army aviation during Vietnam, The Army,
reatricted by Key West, turned to helicopters for their close
combat support.

One fixed ving aircraft they developed (due to an exemption
in Key Wast), the C-7 Caribou, created quite a stir. 1In 1966,
the Alr Force dewandsd the C-7 be glven up because of its
tactical airlift role. An agreement that year betveen the Arnmy
and Air Force chiefs of staff divided the tactical airlift role
fato fixed wing for the Alr Force and xotary wing for the Arnmy.
Bach service agreed to relinguish its claim for alrcraft of the
others domain. For the Alr Force, this wmednt helicopter
intratheatex nmovement, £ire support, supply and resupply.7
Coabat rsscue and special alr warfare use cof rotary wving was not

8

included. The C-7 was transfcrred to the Alr Force in 1967 angd

by 1971 all C-7s were elther in the reserves or given to the

5 Thus, Army aviation was reborn on the

Vietnamese Air Force.
helicopter and the Army continued developing them for battleflield

aobility and close flre pover.
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To say the Alr Force did not support the Army |in
Vietnam would be a mlstake. There were many examples of close
coordination and support, both in firepower and airlift. As a
natter of fact, because of the massive Air Force firepowver
avallable, "one of the tactics of U.S. forces was to drawv large
Communist units into an engagement so that the full brunt of

10 Air PForce

Amexican ailrcraft could be brought to bear on them®.
Chief of Staff General Curtis LeMay saw the Army hellcopter
gunship developuwent as an attempt to reduce the Alr Force role in
close alr support. 1In late 1964, he chided both General William
wWestmoreland, Commander of U.S. Forces, and Lieutenant General
Joseph Moore, top Alr Force officer Iin Vietnam, for vhat he
believed vas a misuse of the Air Force and for not upholding alr

11 And, this vas before the major troop buildup.

force doctrine.

¥hethexr LeMay wvas interested in "tuxf" or belleved in the
Alx Foxce role of close suppoxrt, the Army's chief concern was
vith command and control. Durxing the disagreement over the C-7,
the Aray wanted this light tactical alrlifter under the "control
of army fleld commanders, not under the centralized control of

12 This recurrent theme, as {n

alr force alrlifit commandexs“.
World War II, was still a divisive issue between Army and Alr

Force alrpover doctrine.

An Arey Constrained
The Army's continued helicopter dependence is at the heart
0f the argument against functional divisions between the

sexvices. The lmplication is L.at 1roles and  missions

16




delineatiocns based on alrcraft type puts the Army in a box.
Journalist Greqgg Easterbrook in the September 1981 Wwashington
Monthly found that defense planners prefer small airplanes ovexr
helicopters in close support and tactical airlift
nission5.13 This is because helicopters are more costly both to
acquire and operate than 1light airplanes and are extremely
vulnerable to small arms flre. For example, one source says the
Army lost 10,000 helicopters, elther crashed or shot down, during
the Vietnam war. The accuracy of this claim is questionable, but
indicates the vehemence on the subject.lq therefore, the roles
and misasions demarcations are seen as dangerouas to both personnel
and, more importantly, military capabllity.

The acceptance by the services of the functional divisions
of fixed wing and longer ranging for the Air Force and rotary
ving and shorxter ranged for the Army, except in speclal cases,
vas lnstitutionalized by the 1980s. Thus, it is not surprising
that the Jolnt Development Group (JDG), the Army and Air Foxce
Chiefs' in.tial ad hoc comaittee guiding the JFDP, would see air

roles and wissions in this light.

JPDP Agroemencs
In addition to the transfer of SOF rotary wing 1lift of
Initlative 17, there were other JFDP initiatives dealing with alr
roles and wmissions. Initlative 24 reaffirwmed the Alr Force
mission of providing f£ixed wing close alxr support (CAS) to the
15

Army. There was no action seen a3 necessary other than to

restate this support and the initiative wvas considered closed

17




upon the Chiefs' signatures to the memorandum. Another of the
original 31 initiatives, number 16, dealt with combat search and
rescue (SAR) and established Air Force and Army responsibilities
for SAR along previous informal lines. However, this initiative
vas, at f£first, considered by the JDG to be an Army function
because they envisioned all rotary wing 1lift support an Army
respon3ibllity. "Upon reflection, however, they decided that the
morale and customlzed training advantages of each service ‘taking
care of itas own' outveighed the advantages of a ratlonalized

16 Sexrvice intentions were further

single service C3 for SAR."
highlighted by the notice glven tilt-rotoxr technology, the CV-22,
vhich coabined attributes of both fixed and rotary wving. it

17 Thua, the sexrvices

“would also require close cooxrdination”.
functional divisions could be in for a strain Lf the tilt-rotor
s a success.

Hovevex, thls cooperative venture appears to have had every
intention of avoiding future conflicts. Iinitiative 26,
applicable only to alrcraft in s ground support role, intended to
*establish specliic sexrvice responsibility €or each wmanned
alvcratt system and. . . procedures for the development of coor-
dinated Joint positions on nev alrcraft starts before program

tnitiation."}?

This would appear to give the Army a major say in
future Alr Force support alrcraft development as vell as keep the
Alr Force informed as to Army developaments.

The genesis and focus of the JFDP wvas the services' deslire

to “avold unvanted duplication of research, development, force
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13 in {its development of responsi-

atructure, and operations"
bilities and procedures for AirLand combat operations. The coop-
eration exhibited by the chlefs and their committee was a visible
change from the past delineations of tasks. The splirit with
vhich the process wvas carried out indicated a "desire to accoamo-

date the needs of both servlces".zo

Conclusion

Soee lnnovative processes were bagun in the JFDP, but when
the process dealt with aviatlon, the xoles and misslons deline-
ation agaln settled on fixed versus rotary wving, except wvhen it
came to combat rescue of dowvned Alr Force pllots. Additionally,
carrying the conventional mindaet to speclal operations with a
“fixed and rotary wving split created an uproar frow the AFSOF
community and zany outside the service who felt the split ignored
the strategic aspect of SOF and \ts commityent across the spec-
trum of conflict. Nore importantly, 1t ignored curreant capabili-
ties since the Army was unable to accept the long range, adverse
veather commsltaent for some tlme,

¥hy vould the air Porce continue glving avay wvhat General
LeHay ¢€felt wvas a part of Iits doctrinal alssions, the close
support of the Arasy? After all, the Alr PForce was bullt on
strong doctrxinal gqrounds. Vas Alr Force doctrine In |its
application ignorimng the basic “support teneta®? The following
chapter examines basic Alr PForce doctrine and attempts to derive

the application thereof.
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CHAPTER IV
AIR FORCE DOCTRINE: ROOM FOR ROTARY WING LIFT?
Doctrina: Fundamental principles by which the military
forees or elements thereof guide their actlons |in
support of national objectives. It is authoritative but
requires judgment in application.

JCS Publication 1, Dictionary of Military and
Assoclated Teras

Aexospace doctrine {a a statement of officlally
sanctlioned bellefs and warfighting principles which
deacribe and guide the proper use of aerospace forces
in military actlon.
AFN 1-1, Basic Jerospace noctrine of the United
States Alr Force
The lssue of Inltlative 17 was determination of wvho had
responasibllity for 1lifting special operation forcea (SOF) into
and out of sction. This, more often than not, regulred rotary
wing lift, or wvhat pay be called direct ajirllit support to SOF
ground elements. By agreelng to the transfer, did the Alr Force

all but abandon its baalc “support tenets™ of providing the

necessary assistance {n ltas alr pover doctrlne?

bDoctrinal Background

Current aerospace doctrine recognizes the importance of alr
povar's direct support to ground forces. While the debates rage
o what wvehicle (and who flys ({t) close air support (CAS)
reqguires, the importance of CAS {3 laplicit as one of the nine

missions in Alr Force MNanual 1-1, Basic Aerospace Doctzine of the
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United States 4ir ->rce. Under the airlift mission, another of
the nine missions, "alrlift projects power through airdroep,
extractien, and alrlanding oif ground forces and supplles linto

2 Into combat ies the operative phrase. In executiag

combat. "
speclal operations, forces "“aze normally organized and employed
in small formations capable of both supporting actions and inde-
pendent operatir~ns, with the purpose of enabling timely and
tallcred resgpenses throughout the spectrum of conflict.® 2 Prep-~-
aration of forces to accomplish the special operations mission,
alsoc one of the nine missions, is a "fundamental role of the Air
Force." 3 Thersefore, basic Alr Force doctrine, in the wvoxds of
Ge.eral John D. Ryan in 1972, includes providing %ground and
naval forces the assistance necessary for them to control thelr
envlromaent."4

While the above briefly reflects beliefs concerning alr
powar ‘s "“support tenets", who doa2s what with wvhat has often been
the overriding concern. Based on the assertion “that air power
nust be centrally controlled ana employed by an air commander,"5
the Alr Force has constantly evdlved amid complaintsa that it was
serely oxganizing and equipping for {ts primary mission of long
tange bombinq.6 Howevexr, the history of Alr Force doctrinal
de-relcopment indicates a recognition of what was needed. How to
svpport tha Army in its gquest for moblllity and sustainment becanme
the focus of debate. As mentlioned, General LeMay recognized the
<rosion of Alr Force close support in Vietnam i{n 1964,

This recognition colncided with the publication the sane
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year of the firgi AFM 1-1 compiling basic Alr Forxce doctrine.7
Tnis manual added the policy of flexible response and devotedl an
entire chapter to counterinsurgency.8 Included was the impox-
tance of airlift in voth conventional and counterinsurgency oper-
ations. "In conventional warfare, airlift centributes to rapid
cnncentration of alr and ground forces and resupply of tactical
ulkiits in the fleld.“g Further, airlift "provides gquick-reaction
mobility and supply to ground forces, to enable them to rapidly
achieve and maintaln contact with insurgent units."10 Again,
vhether General LeMay was concerned with doctrine or guarding Air
Force roles, 1t i3 clear the Army's developr:nt of a helicopter

alr arm wvas disrupting the ear“ler agreements on rho did what

with what.

Doctrinal Issues

A key ingredient in Alr Force doctrine that often resulted
in disagreements over how to support qround forces was 1ts ad-
herence to alr powver's flexibility and, thereby, the efficlency
produced by multi-role alrcraft. For example, the 19€6 iassue of
AFM 2-4, Tactlcal Alrlift, listed four basic tasks of tactical
alriift--loglstics, alrborne, aeromedical, and special opexr-

1l

ations. None of these had prioxity over the others. With

centralized control, an oairlift resource could respond as the

12 The loglc of this \is

need arose and the situation dictated.
apparent to most mnembers of the aAlr Force; howvever,lts practice
in prior years left many in the Army skeptlical and, therefore, In

favor of Army aviation conteolled by & fleld conmander.13
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Whether the Army complaints were valid or not, the percep-
tion was that the Army would develop an aircraft more in keeping
vith the close ailr support role. A small, maneuverable fighter
with lolter capability. 0f course, the Alr Force sav such a
vehicle as extremely vulnerable as the enemy surface to air
threat increased. The mnulti-role alrcraft would always have

limitations of some kind; better to be survivable in most cases.

Impaczt on BOF

The 1966 agreement dividing the tactical alrlift role into
fixed wing for the Alr Force and rotary wing for the Army further
eroded the support doctrine General LeHay had been concerned
about. However, the S0F mission was not a part of the agreement
and the evelution cof its doctrine continued resulting in a sepa-
rate chaptex on the subject in the 1971 edlition of AFM 1-1. It
addressed the role cof SOF as primzrlly oriented "to the perfor-
mance of gspeclalized activitles at a low intensity level of con-
£lict; hovever, [AFSOF) are also capable of conducting conven-
tional combat operations., . . at any level of conflict."14
Regarding 1ift of SOF, the manval stated, "“Alr powver is used to
inflltrate or exfi.trate unconventlonal varfare forces f[and) to
keep them supplled.“ls

This doctrine was apparent in the force structure of the
tise and included attentlen to the characteristics of alr powver -
.peed, range and flexibility - which have been a part of Ailr

16

Force doctrine from the beginning. Both special operations

and combat rescue hellcopters wvere alr refuelable and played key

23




zoles in the 1970 Sontay prison raid and the 1975 Mayaguez rescue

17 However, the fact that none were available only five

mission.
years later for the Iran rescue attempt speaks volumes for the
application of this part of basic Air Force doctrine.

It is possible that the Air Force, seasoned by numerous
roles and missions settlements, simply regarded the SOF rotary
ving lift capability as someone else's domain. And, of course,
doctrine does not requlire an immediate capability manifested in
some plece o. equipment, nor does it proscribe the exact vehicle
to use. Its application requires judgment and, while officlal,
only guldes the services on howv to equip and train the forces.
Hovever, how doctrine 1is translated into strategy and force
gtructure defines its ‘Yactions in suppoxrt of national

18

objectives® and reveals judgments in doctxinal application.

Alr Force Application of Doctrine

This raises the spectre of whether the Alr Force does see
its "doctrinal missions" aas primary and secondary. There are
those wvho say the Alr Force still adhexes to the military
strategy of the aerospace school of strategic thought., That {is
that airpover 1s decislve by control of the alr and by destruc-
tion of enemy wvar making potential, egqg., industrial bases; and

13 One might argue

alr support of dround forces ls secondary.
that procurement of the C-17 for airlift, the AC-130 gunship and
HC-130 Talon II foxr SOF support, and the search for an effectlive
CA8 alrcraft negate these beliefs. Howvever, wvhile applauding the

efforts, thure are those in tha Army wvho see a corntinuation of
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the multi-role alircraft and say "will it be available when I need
itew Without a strong proponency within the Air Force, the
support missions have a tendency to atrophy much 1like the
deplorable condition of AFSOF ability to actually get the ground
element into action in Iran.

Does the Alir Force see its doctrinal missions in primary and
secondary categories? The following observation regarding an air
staff meeting on force modernization and chaired by the Director
of Plans, HQ USAF, is intriguing.

(The Director] posed a ‘vertical versus horizontal

expansion' question to his directorate in the Fall of

1982. Its essence: In times of constant or receding

budgets (zero sum) can the Alr Force effectively handle

missions that are not central to itas existence

(horizontal) without limiting its capability to perform

the central mission (vertical)? Should not the hori-

zontal mission areas be terminated? He further postu-

lated that rotary wing support for special operations

vas ‘horizontal!' to the Alr Force mission and the

ronies saved by ellminating those helicopters could be

recycled 1into core Alr Force nission areas--alr
supericrity and alir intexrdiction. Whether the question

vas posed from a devil's advocate perspective is not

known,; but It certalnly allgﬁa with the aerospace grand

strategy view of the world.
Indeed, whether from a devil's advocate viev or not, the fact
that basic doctrinal missions would be classified in “vertical"
versus “horizontal" categorlies indicates actual practice of Alr
Force doctrine through its strategy.

The effect of this viev of aerospace strateqy creates aome
interesting attempts by those units assigned the "horizontal"
aissions. The activation of 23xd Alr Force combining speclal
operations and combat rescue forces is a good example The con-

solidation recognized what became known as the synexrglism of the
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tvo. This referred to the belief that the battlefleld of the
future would, unlike Vietnam, only allow clandestine penetration
under the cover of darkness or weather, therefore, combat rescue
vas an inherent capabllity of special operationz. Although Z23AF
vas not restricted, as was the Army by agreements, on type of
ajlrcraft it could envision for its mission, its size and impor-
tance in the Air Force bureaucracy effectively llaited 1its
options to "“off the shelf" alrframes and technology. Hence,
envisioned programs died and the tilt-rotor technology developed
in the mid 19608 and pursued in the mid 1970s would only be an
artists rendition in the command's briefing under “future

enhancements® for sometime to come.21

Conclusion

The Air Force's baslc aerospace doctrinal application is, of
course, impacted by many external and internal requirements and
limitations. Perhaps, this ebb and flow cannot capture all the
perfect solutions. This realization may have been recognized by
past service chlefs including those responsible for the 1984
joint development process. In 1986, they signed an aiditional
agresment that included the following doctrinal acknowledgemant.

Axrmy aviation is structured primarily to support alr-
land combat operations by providing a highly mobile
combat arm organic to ground forces. Ground commanders
command and employ these aviation elements in
synchronization with other combat arms to achieve
assigned ground maneuver objectives....

Alr Force forces are structured primarily to
support gleobal and theater-wide operations as well as
alr-land combat operations by providing alrcraft with
speed, range and flexibility ¢to Qﬁomptly project
decisive combat power wherever needed.
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This is a clear doctrinal delineation of how the two
services' use air power. However, the expanded discussion ot the
above also acknowledges that Army forces are comprised of
"predominantly® rotary wing aircraft and Air Force forces are

23 The statement is also

“predominantly" fixed wing aircraft.
clearly conventional in application. Applying conventional mind-
sets to the unconventional can be as erroneous &s developing a
weapon system and then developing a doctrine for its use instead
of vice versa. The next chapter will attempt to assess and

clarify the Iissues raised thus far in the hope some positive

direction can ke derived.
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CHAPTER V

ASSESSMENT

This study of a joint Army and Air Force attempt to imple-
ment & wvarfighting initiative points out many of the difficult
issues inherent in a large bureaucracy responsible for preparing
a natlonal defense. These issues are evolved and impacted by a
range of events from historical relations to the current politi-
cal environment and derive from internal as well as external
pressures and dlfferences. Relevant to thls study are three
broad areas vhich encompass the key issues. This chapter will
address these areas: the sexvice system for defense development,

Army-Ailr Force dlfferences, and joint cooperation.

Service 8ystem for Defense Developuent

There {8 no doubt the priority of national defense is
deterrence of the high intensity conflicts which threaten the
very survival of the U.8. and its allies and friends. However,
wvhen the services articulate that spending and attention to the
most likely event on the conflict spectrum is in balance, they
should remember how this lower end was funded and developed.
While it is not a perfect vworld and there will always be con-
straints, Coﬁiessional actions in the past indicate that the
military development system must be able to adequately address
wveaknesses in the defense posture, The historical culture that

evolved betwveen the services ensures that each will attempt to
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field a force in keeping with its perceived critical missions.
Hovever, a competition for budget share also ensures that there
vill be limited sharing or voluntary diversion of one service's
funds to bolster another's critical area. Without rewvards for a
willingness to contribute to the interdependence of all, the
competition will continue. While competition may ensure the best
methods and systems rise to the surface, it can also result in
inadequate capability in critical areas.

This inadequate capability most often is seen in areas where
the independent services' roles and missions are not central to
their existence. SOF direct 1lift support was just such an area.
0f course, speclal operations across the services was in such
desrepalir that one might argue that there was little need for a
11£t capability. Yet, once the need was articulated, the
services' system for answering the need wvas close to incapable of
responding. Arguments for other prlorities were well-founded and
strategic and conventional force modernization definitely
required the lion's share of the budget.

Yat, was the reslstance even the budget amount? From 1581
to 1988, the total SOF outlay was $9 billion with almost half of
it in 1987 and €8 alone. The Secretary of Defense’s Annual
Report for FY89 reflected an additional §9 blllion for FY89-92.
This, spread over 12 years, was an average outlay of $81.5
billion. The FY90 annual report reflects added Congressional
inputs that changed these figures somewhat. From 1981 to 1389,
wore than $11.8 billion was invested and $8.4 billion |is
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prograrmed to FY92 for a total of 820.2 billion for the entire
ADOD SOF program. This trend is evident in each of the past three
annual reports' reflection of programmed increases derived from
Congressional leglislation. Further, the dsfense budgets peaked
in 1986 and the sexvices have seen zero or negative real qgrowth
each successive year. Therefore, the majority of these SOF
programs have hit at the most constrained budgetary times of the
decade.

If the budget amounts are nowv avalilable and there 1is now a
plethora of planned aircraft for SOF, why did it take so 1long?
Some In the Alr Force say it takes tlime to develop the technology

1 Others say the Air Force

regquired and program for the build.
could net be coerced by a hue and cry and, besides, study |is
required to determine the proper direction. They further point
to positive programs like terrorism awareness training and the
Arny-Alr Force Center for Lov Intensity Conflict established at
Langley AFB at the suggesticn of the Air Foxce.2 All true with
some highly commendable programs. O©On the other hand, the Pave
Low III was produced in 1979 and 80, 13 years after the statement
of need (SON). The HX 8S8ON was written in 1977 and the HH-60D
FSD began in 1983. The MC-~130 combat Talon II requirement com-
peted the budget in 1980. 1In 1983, the sexrvices were tasked for
thelr master plans. These were only plans, not budqets.3 Without
Congreasional heat, it is doubtful any of these would be in de-
velopment today. Hindsight is "twenty-twventy", but for programs

already on the board, albeit a dusty one, the wait not only seems
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long but more costly in terms of current competing prograams.

Is it necessarily wvrong that SOF revitalization encountered
such perceived resistance? Probably not since, in reality, it
competed like all other programs and, like others perhaps more
important, falled the system's priority test. The issue 1is
necessity and proponency. When the services are left to their
separate budget shares, they develop separate priorities. The
asystem vill alwvays have difficulty articulating the necessity for
such a small segment as SOF due to the lack of vell-placed and
sufficient proponents. More importantly, without senlor leader-
ship attentlon to and knowledge of unconventional aspects of wvar-
fighting (vhether proponents or not), the likelihood of develop-

ing the vrong force structure i{s increased.

Azmy-Aly Force Diffexences

The interface of the U.S. Alr Force and Army, has alvays
been an area of high conflict potential. The nere fact that one
spawned the other and both continue to seek the best methods for
dealing with their specific envizonments simply adds to the diff-
ering opinions both inside and outside the sexvices. Add the
need for interdependence and it is easy to see the potentially
diverse viaws each can have. However, the Alrx Foxce and Aramy
occaslionally try to overcome thls tendency. Having experienced
World War il togather, the two services naturally sav cooperation
and jointress as the best wvay to proceed. Hovever, competing
strategles for their limited resources created a system of prior-

itles that wvas certailn to exclude some Ideas, wmethods and
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systems. How these two services approached the issue of alrpower

has had significant doctrinal and organizational impact.

Alr Force Doctrinal Issues

Air Force basic aerospace doctrine, while leaning heavily on
the strategic and conventional spectrum of conflict, recognizes
the inherent characteristics of its environment and the support
needs cf othexr forces. Disconnects are possible, however, in
interpretation and application. Doctrine is a bellef of what alr
pover should do and only a guide on how to do i{t. It is held
hostage to physlical laws and technology, but guides thinking on
the best possible methods at the time. The idealistic interpre-
tation would be cost prohibitive. To do all things indicated in
doctrinal purity would require research and development invest-
wents far out of proportlon to any benefits or even possibility.
This is one of the reasons docizxine cCaiis for Jjudgment in
appllcation.

The application, or lack thereof, of doctrine la vhere many
-dlsconnects appear. If a service professes a series of missions
vhere alr pover is declisive, either Independently or supporting
coequally, then a lack in any of those missions opens serious
guestions. If this lack 1is shown, or percelved, In similar
wission types, e.g., direct support for ground forces while the
*glory" misalons appear to be covered, the void could be elther
devastating or £1lled by another agency.

The Alr Force belief in flexibility evolved an adherence to

*sulti-role” ajrcraft. By developing alr vehlcles capable of a
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number of combat tasks, the air commander had both the principle
of economy of force and mass at his disposal. A side effect,
however, vas usually a much larger, more technical jet that was
more effective in one of its tasks than others. This inability
of technology to provide a perfect multi-role vehlicle to
accomplish numerous Air Force doctrinal missions, thus providing
maximua flexibility, is a continuous source of debate.

While the multi-role aircraft flexibility gives credence to
the Alr Force 1dea of centralized control and decentralized
execution, the ground force rank and f£ile that experienced times
vhen the £lexible airpower was busy =alsevhere evolved a
conslderable advocacy for constant coverage. Thus, Army aviation
devalopsd over time to provide it. fThe shortcomings of only ones
and twos or a handful of aircraft vas immedlately recognized and
every diviaton eventually would need, at least, an aviatlon
~battalion. That thls was probably & natural evolution for
greater moblility and organlc firepower, and may have bheen an Army
responsibility from the beginning, appears to have held little
svay In the carly years.

For a nevly independent Alxr Force attiempting to carve out a
solid footing in the defenso estsblisheent, any Army attempt to
~ove into areas of 1ts environmeht vas encroachment. Thus, the
numerous agreemsnts and pesoranda attempting to define, develop,
and doelineate the sought after support. The £ixed and rotary
ving delineations became® the services' method of dealing vith

pezhaps a “too hard* problem in the separate service systenm.




Fixed 2nd Rotary ¥Wing Split

This evolution of Aizr Porce being primarily fixed wing and
long range and Army aviation being primarily rotary ving and
short range becomes intriguing in light of the hostage rescue
fallure. I£f the evolution driven by grand strategy, vice
doctrine, vas correct, why then wvere Marine pllots flying Navy
helicopters on one of the most daring, clandestine missions ever
designed? Arguments regarding the “ad hocness® of the Joint
force, the operational security required (thus limiting exper-
tise), and the possibility of an over ambitious plan all have
their bearing In the proper context. However, the responsible
service had ne capability and At appears the artificlal
cgnat:aints of roles aund misalons devised over the years had left
the US {ncapable of projecting Lts force In keeping with the
_political daslires of the tiee,

What about the "technological® diviaion of fixed and rotary
ving? Hellcopters have evolved for varlous reasons including lts
“on-the-spot" capabllity and because the Army found it an avenue
to rotain {ts own alr powes. The critical question of the tech-
nology division is by limiting the army to rotary ving only in
its clese support wmisslons, l1s there a chance they are belng
stifled regarding other advanced technologles? What if the Alr
Foyce, wupon its independence, had been limited to propeller
driven alreraft only? It's curtain prop driven alrcragt would be
far advanced today, hovever, the real lnnovatliona come vhen there

are only natural constraints. The anawver should be that the Alr
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Force wsuld have developed the innovation since that was its
charter. Past actions, however, leave much doubt that as much
attention vas focused on the direct support mission as the inno-
vation would vequire. As for the arguments regarding the unsafe
helicopter, the debates will rage unabated until the answer is
proven in conflict and even then ths proof may depend on ones!

perspaective.

Command and Control

Another issue, more appropriately a subissue of the fore-
going, is the Army desire for control of aviation asaets by the
field commander. & commander on the ground with troops in con-
tac’. wants firegpower and transport when he says, nct when a cent-
ral functien is able to divert the "flexible" air power in the
theater. As noted above, not exactly efficency or economy oOf
force or even a totally legitimate worry, but this one divisive
thread hays existed since armles and aircraft began flghting
tougether. There way be sowme applicability to this desire, but is
it not something of a parochial swmokescreen? The real lissue
appears to be the lack of falth in the Alr Force to develoup the
kinds of alr vehicles, and in large encugh numbers. to guarantee
the Aray ground commander his "lamedtate" snupport. The intent of
the JFDP, especially Initiative 26 where the gervices wvould have
an input in each other‘s aanned systems development from the
concept phase on, appears to be an atteapt to answer this long
standing Aray quevance.‘

This doctrinal coamand and contiol saokescreen provides
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endless argument for the two separate services, howvever, the
ramifications become serious in the Joint arena and are glaring
when looking at SOF support. Because SOF opera*lons require
clandeatine capability, there is not a "you call, we haul"
mindset with SOF 1ift assets. Whether in the conventional or LIC
environment, each operation requires extensive planning and
coordinated execution. Many assets are often required to get the
ground elewent to their target and back. Fixed wing tanker
alrcraft get the hellicopters carrying the ground team close
enough. Fixed and rotary wing qunships helped, perhaps, by con-
ventional fighter aircraft may provide close fire suppoxrt or
diversion. An airborne command and control aircraft may be re-
gulred to orchestrate the entire operation. This all requires
dedicated, vell tralned alir assets aczoss the baard.s

Current joint (the only vay most speclal opexrations can be
executed) S8OF task forces (JSOTF) or theater ccoamands (i.e.,
S0CEUR) traln evary day under the flexibility of alr powver rule.
An alr consander (CONMAFSOF, not necessarily an Aix Force type),
rasponaible for all assigned alr assets, wvorks directly for the
Commander, JSOTF. Thus, all SOF aviation is “manaqed™ to provide
the optisur lift capabllity based on the ground element's needs.
Although the scale of S0F command and control is small, the prin-
clple s thw same. a3 this further {ndication that the differ-
ehice of opinlon on the large acale may be terws, not reallty? Of

relevance, hovever, i3 wvhat this means to Joint operations and

the development of joint doctuline.
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Joint Coopsration

The services now consult on the veapon systems each 1is de-
veloping in the areas of mutual concern and close support.
While promising, only time will tell whether it is a new era.
Regarding 80F 1lift, the services' attempt at cooperation seenms
like business as usual waen looking at cthe CV-22 and MH-47E

issues and a collateral lssue of combat rescue.

The Tilt-zotor Situation

The Army vas in and out of the CV-22 program for two to
three years, wvith allusions only to possible tactical airlifc
roles. Then, its FY¥89 budget request had no mention of the CV-

22.7

Perhaps, the “close coordination® called for by the JFDP
had taken place. HNore likely, Aray prlorities simply had no roon
for the wvehlicle since 1its LHX (light helicopter experimental)
prograr is & major on-qoing development and holds promise €£or
future battlefieid support as wvell as the major share of the
Aray's alrcraft procurement endeavors.

The CV-22 will join the AFSOF inventory in 1995, barring any
hiccups, about the same time the Army's 51st MH-47E §s to be
dalivered, 1f that program does not slip agailn. While not
totally a rotary ving vehicle, the CV-22 as an AFS0OF asset raises
guestions reqgarding Air Force intentionas. Why transfer a mission
ﬁaseé on vehicle type to only attempt to continue the same
alssion vwith a seml-rotary wving vehicle? Of course, the £ixed

ving aspects of the tilt-rotor vehlicle give it more ¥dash* speed,

thus, slightly better range. By calling it complimentary to the
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MC-130 Combat Talon, the Alr Force 1s clearly categorizing it as
a flexible, multi-role alrcraft. There is no question that, if
successful, there will be no lack of work for such a versatile
capability.

Hovever, the mission capability of the CvV-22 appears to be
primarily direct SOF 1lift support, the same as decided in the
Initlative 17 transfer. What 1s the difference? This develop-
ment appears to have little to do with nmission delineation but,
rather, aircraft type. A continuation of the fixed and longer
ranging and rotary wing and shorter ranging split, perhaps? 1If
not, thenm why d!d not the CvV-22 end up as an Army asset, espe-
clally in 1light of the difficulty with the MH-47E development?
Arguments regarding the lack of Army supportability €for such a
small number may hold sowme credence, yet, will it be any dif-

forent for the Alr Force?

MH-47E Devalopaent

0f relevance to joint cooperation is the difficulty the Army
has had and 1s having developing the MH-47E. ¥hen a role or
nission s decided by agreement, even under the rather pro-
gressive JFDP, simply saying that's an Alr Force mission or
that's an Arny wmission does not always addreas the critical
issues. Each service has ldeas, wmethods, and procedures to
share. Hov much support did the Army get in its development of
the ME-47B? Other than a tanker aircraft to test {ts probe?
None. Yet, the Alx Force had extensive Kknowvledge for the long

range helicopter concept and had given the aission to the Army.
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While contractors may be Jdifferent than those who designed the
Alr Porce capablilities, there was much to learn from over 20
years experience with modifying helicopters for this mission.
This is not to say the Army even asked for help, just to point
out how far the services Jjoint development efforts have really
gone. These separate attempts to fleld comparable systems are

expensive and become frought with potential external meddling.

Combat Search and Rescue (S8AR)

A collateral Issue of this rotary wving lift study, combat
SAR, raises some Interesting questions regarding Jjolnt cooper-
ation. Initlative 16 established Alr Force and Army zones on the
battlefleld relating to Alr Force capablility for distance or
penetration. Beyond Air Force zones, Axrmy S80F wvould be respon-
sible for SAR using Jjointly developed tactics, techniques, and
procedures such as setting up escape and evasion (E&E) nets.a
This joint effort regulres additional training and expertise for
Army SOF, but xecognizes the necessity for clandestine SAR oper-
atlions on the battlefleld of the future. -

Aly Force combat SAR is the nmisslon referzeé to in the JFDP
vhich uses “specialized® rotary wing alrxcraft. The wmove to con-
solidate Rescue and AFSOF in 1983, as noted in chapter II, recog-
nized the synexrgism of the missions and also gave proponency to
tvo smaller entities in the Alx Force bureaucracy. The develop-
ment of the transfer of SOF rxotary vwing 1ift, leaving the rescue
alssion to Alr Force rotary wing assets, and tne programwing for

the Cv-22 foxr S0P begs a guestion. Flrst, rescue helicopters
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vere incapable of anything short of a benign area pickup due to
the long drought in procurement and the transfer of the MH-53 to
SOF. The budget competition continued stifling any build. Then,
the S8OF master plans were published and the S8OF transfer wvas
initiated. The return of the Pave Lows to rescue would not have
increasead the capability greatly. The CV-22, a rescue vision for
years, wvas then programmed for SOF. There is 1little doubt that
Congressional involvement and 08D direction made the path for
elther S80F or Rescue somewhat fuzzy; however, {f the Alr Force
wanted out of the helicopter business, the CV-22 could have been
procured for rescue only or in addition to SOF.

The intriguing aspect of all this is the reaction to the
23rd AF vision of combat SAR as an inherent capabllity of special
operations. There is little documented on these reactions, but
this author, in the midst of the scene for the past ten years,
has developed the followving perceptions. The 8OF comuunity
vanted the 1lift assets dedicated solely to its mission and saw
rescue as a collateral mission. The specific complaint heard nmost
often was an AFSOF commander would have reqguests for two
wissiona, one to pick up an 8F team and the other a downed pilot.
Someona would have to wait and the guess wvas it would be the Army
agaln. Once again, an irrational fear began to drive organi-
zation. This ignored the obvious procedures that would be
enployed. For example, both the tear and pilot would be dealing
with predetermined plckup cycles and safe areas. Neither rescue
noy 80F 1ift wvould be forging ahead in large, spontaneous task

forcea as in Vietnam.
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On the other hand, the Alr Force fighter community was con-
cerned since it was apparent at the wvarious bases, especially in
the rugged western U.S8., that there vere fuwer rescue assets each
year. The peacetime environment was bwd enough, but what did
this mean in a crisis or war? Even with this concern, it took
Congress to authorize, in the FY89 oudget, a procurement of
MH-60Gs specifically for combat rescue.

Therefore, combat rescue is to be revived and, if the SOF
rotary wing transfer is completed in the early 1990s, stands to
gain a considerable capability with the mix of MH-60G and MH-53J
helicopters. It will also be sceparated from SOF. There is, of
course, a possibility all this will change agaln. However, as it
currently stands, there wil. be two similar capabilities in
tactics, techniques and proc-adures performing two missions that
require the same capabilities on the battlefield of the future.
That they will be in separate services may be reason enouagh, but,

after all, vas that not what the JFDP was all about?

Concluslion
That there wi’l be a feirly robust special operations capa-
bility beyond the 1990's appears evident. The force structure in

alrcraft zlone will have increased from 76 &in 1981 to 296 by

1992.°

The personnel and organizations of SOF are developing and
getting stronyer. USSOCOM has serious wmarching orders and
should get the support to carry them out. On rotary wing 1lift
for SOF, nelithur Congress nor 08D, as én entity, seems to care

vhich service does {t, only that it is done. A3 for the
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- services! development of the transfer, it appears a simple con-

tinuation of previous changes to the original design.

Since the Alxr PForce priorlty system cannct acquire every
ftem to deal with every task and threat in the world, the central
missions will always be supported. However, when outside
players, like Congress, see what may be resistance or parochlal-
ism, the service will £ind itself procuring something it might
not have wanted and without an integrated plan for its use. This
appears to be what has evolved over the past rine years since the
SOF awvakening and past flve since the rotary wing transfer was
initiated. That the Air Force had any chance of turning the tide
and avolding the ¥meddling" appears unlikely. Howvever, the most
troubling aspect throughout this evolution is the lack of clear
Alr Force dc:trinal action. This does not mean to follow AFM 1-1
to the letter but, rather, to avoid the tendency to put belief in
technology before ideas as the preferred method of f£force
developnrent., While the Army articulates its doctrine and de-
velops from that doctrine, the Alr Force tends to rely solely on
tactics and new technology. In countless discussions wvith fellow
Alr Force officers, doctrine is seen as something etheral or as
"dogma® that gets in the way of newv and fresh ideas for techno-
logical breakthroughs. While in no wvay was this a sclentific
sampling, these same attitudes were present throughout my
regsearch., Other than General LeMay, I found no recent "“doctrinal
worxiexrs" evident. Perhaps, this is all semantics since there

_are beliefs held by many in the Alr Force that could be
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considered doctrine; however, the concern over clear articulation
of what the Alr Force as an entity belleves is warranted in light
of the future era of Jointness.

Without this solid doctrinal footing, the Alr Force In the
joint arena will appear to be constantly shifting and
accomodating to those more doctrinally articulate. Congress has
directed, in the most explicit language and detail, a numbexr of
service actions, and they have funded these dlrections. They are
listening. If all they hear is competition and parochialism, the
refoimers' calls for change will £find ready acceptance with those
constitutionally authorized to ralse and equip the armed forces.

¥hile there are few perfect solutlions to national defense,
or any that most can agree to, there are some directions evident.
The final chapter highlights some key areas where the sexrvices
can facillitate current direction and, perhaps, focus the external

direction if not take the lead in thelr own development.
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CHAPTER VI

ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter will briefly highlight those issues central to
this study and, where direction is evident, provide recommend-
ations., Some issues are simply perceptions of problems and are
ralsed for further debate and eventual resolution by either
action or inaction. 1In such a dynamic environment as national
defense vwith so many agencies involved, inaction by one many
times leads te action by another. The key is to know when to

choose the rlght one.

Issues With Recommendations

Force development for areas of sutual interest and concexn
vas a key issue of the Axrmy-Aixr Force Jjoint force development
process. This process should be institutionalized and expanded
to the entire conflict spectrum. An expansion of the scope would
allowv not only conventional SOF reviews, but would address the
capablilities for responses to lessexr threats in the LIC environ-
ment. With the Navy Included now, the Jjoint staff should take
- responsibility for the process.

Speclfically, the Directorate for Force Structure, Resource,
and Assessment, J-8, should establish procedures for concept
development and drive the process. Instead of only the services
monitoring each others concept and development of a system, J-8

could ensure joint efforts to develop the concepts and assess the
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impact on the total force. Theén, a sharing of expertise would

increase the chance of a capable system many times over.

Doctrinal differences in the services' application of alr-
power appear to create force structure problems in less central
misasions. While the services must independently develop accord-
ing to thelr envizuvnwent, there is a need for immediate attention
to areas such as SOF 1ift command and centrol. USSOCOM may
eventually soive thiz: huwever, the Joint Directorate for Opex-
atlional Plans and Interoperability, J-7, should vigorously pursue
the completion of its Joint doctrine and Joint tactics, tech-
nijgues and procedures development grogram. Instead of waiting
for the services, the process must be proactive and require reso-
lution to get the guidance to the field. The rarvices must be
willing to interxact and assist in the process.

Additionally, the services muat continue and expand efforts
such as the Center for Low Intensity Conflict and their respec-
tive special wvarfaxre centers. Constant Jjoint ravievs of
doctrine, tactics and systems to ewploy them should be a key item
for the J-7, J-8, and USSOCOM staff. The sgervices must be
willing to assist in addressing and correcting, if need be, the
deficlencies raised. By keepling the infrastructure vibrant, the

forces will remain current and capable.

Igsues Foxr Purther 8tudy and Debate
The separate service aystem for defense developsent in the

aggregate appears to produce exceptionally well when dealing with
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a service's central missions, The conflicts and disconnects
appear vhen areas less central regulre more than one service to
adequately cover the need. This appears to be the focus of past
Congressional and 08D dlirections. The strengthening of the JCS
and 08p staff and adding USSOCOM may take care of SOF for now;
however, hovw many other potentially hazardous areas lie in walt
for the U.S. defense stiucture? Perhaps none, but should nct a
continuation of the current Jointness ensure the areas are

identified and resolutions found?

Should combat xescue be a mission of USSGCON? This question
deals with both the ¢fixed and rotary wing split and the
saparation of Rescue and SOF rotary wing assets. It is
intriguing to consider the combined capabilities of these twe
forcas in view of past necessary collaboxations 2ike the Soatay
prison raid and the Mayaguez rescue. I3 1t duplication to have
tvo separate, similar capablilities even thougn they vill be in

saparate services?

That clear scolutlons are not alvays available 1s notv
surprising. The evolution of the services ard the wvay they du
business is a dynamic process. That the future will likewise L2
dynamic 18 assured. The process i3 also extremely complex and
~while not perfect 1is probably & sound method for developing a
national defense. The recent strengthening of the JCS functions
could prove to be, If applied, the catalyst for gaining on that

- “perfect solution®.
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